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ABSTRACT

Objectives The purpose of this study is to explore main and interaction effects of minority and multiple minority statuses on exits from
homelessness and the stability of homelessness exits over time.

Methods This study utilized the Homeless Management Information System administrative data of 10 922 youth experiencing homelessness
collected from a convenience sample of 16 geographically diverse communities across the USA between 2015-17. Using multinomial logistic
regression analyses and logistic regression, main effects and interaction effects of racial/ethnic minority identity and sexual/gender minority
identity were examined on various homelessness exits (n = 9957) and housing sustainability (n = 5836).

Results Black youth, relative to White youth, were disproportionately exiting homelessness through incarceration (P < 0.001). Black and Latinx
youth were less likely to successfully self-resolve their homelessness (both P < 0.05). Black heterosexual and Black and Latinx non-heterosexual
youth were most frequently lost to the homeless system (all P < 0.01). Black youth, relative to White youth, were approximately half as likely to

remain stably housed after returning to family (P < 0.01).

Conclusions With respect to housing exits and exit stability, Black and Latinx heterosexual youth are consistently at a disadvantage.

Homelessness/housing systems and programs need to conduct a deeper investigation into how they implement and develop equitable

outreach and engagement practices.

Keywords housing, social housing, young people

Introduction

As many as 4.2 million teens and young adults aged 13-25-
year experience homelessness in the USA every year.">!718
Unfortunately, there are more youth experiencing homeless-
ness (YEH) than there are resources available. As a result,
communities use vulnerability assessment tools, such as the
Next Step Tool (NST; details under the method section),
to identify those in greatest need of housing. Youth with
higher vulnerability often are prioritized with more resource
intensive housing interventions.'* Among YEH, the most fre-
quent homelessness exits that are supported by interventions
provided by public resources are rapid re-housing (RRH) and
permanent supportive housing (PSH).!'” Communities that

provide such housing resources from the federal government
are typically defined as continuums of care (CoCs). YEH are
also exiting homelessness, independent of assistance from the
CoC, by returning home or securing housing independently.'*
Although studies of YEH are beginning to examine differ-
ences in exits from homelessness and the stability of exits

from homelessness via coordinated systems of care,'* the
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relevance of identity to housing placements and subsequent
stability require additional exploration.

It has been well documented that YEH are a heterogeneous
population and disproportionately comprised of marginal-

ized identities.!

2,22=24 The extant research has clearly shown
that these marginalized identities (e.g racial/ethnic minority,
sexual minority, non-cisgender) are associated with experienc-
ing homelessness.!*>> What is unclear is to what extent these
identities are associated with exits from homelessness, espe-
cially when those exits are supported by the public resources
available in CoCs. LGBT youth (especially LGBT youth of
color) have limited visibility in studies of housing placements
9>10,13,22 "This is attributed to the fact that

LGBT youth are often lost to follow-up as a result of safety

and outcomes.

issues in shelters.””'> As such, there is a need for studies
of youth homelessness to further explore the role of com-
pounded identities (i.e. the intersection of race/ethnicity and
sexual minority status) with respect to housing outcomes and
the stability of these outcomes.

In a recent study, elevated rates of homelessness were
associated with youth who identified as Black or Latinx.??
Furthermore, studies of youth homelessness are beginning
to clucidate findings that highlight a relationship between
minoritized identities and housing outcomes. Most notably,
one study found that youth who identify as racial and eth-
nic minorities are less likely to remain housed when they
attempted to return to family.!* Among youth of color, there
is a 43% reduction in odds of ‘successfully’ remaining with
family after exiting homelessness.'*

In addition to youth of colot, youth who identify as LGBT
also face elevated risks of homelessness. A recent study found
that LGBT youth were 120% more likely than other youth to
be homeless.?? Reports suggest that as many as 40% of home-
less youth identify as LGBT,*~1" with 68% of LGBT YEH
attributing housing loss to family rejection.” LGBT YEH have
higher rates of victimization, substance use, mental health
problems and suicidal acts than their heterosexual peers.”’
Additionally, youth who identify as LGBT report higher rates

of housing ir1stztbility7’m’12

9,10

and expetience longer durations
of homelessness.

In addition to race and sexual minority status, gender may
differentiate homeless youth in terms of housing placements
and stability. Although there is limited research that explores
differences in housing placements by gender among YEH, we
do know that as many as 62% of YEH in the USA are male.?
Among adults experiencing homelessness, recent literature
attributes the number of men experiencing homelessness
to an array of demographic and behavioral differences.*3>
For instance, relative to men, women are more likely to be

members of marginalized groups, have children in their

custody and report lower rates of substance abuse, incar-
ceration and felony convictions.*>?> Although the gendered
nature of homelessness has not been explicitly explored
among YEH, findings from adult literature suggests that
elevated rates of substance abuse and incatceration may
contribute to the prevalence of males in the youth homeless
population.’?> As YEH samples tend to be predominantly
male, this warrants further exploration.

Considering previous findings, an intersectional approach
is critical to exploring the role of compounded identities on
exits from homelessness and the subsequent stability of these
exits. Intersectionality, a term coined by Kimberle Crenshaw,
argues that rather than one identity superseding another to
create differential experiences, compounded identities interact
to create differential experiences.'® For this study, intersec-
tionality will allow for the examination of interactions that
occur among multiple identities (i.e. race, gender and sexual
orientation) to create differential experiences with housing
placements and stability. This study seeks to explore the role
of minoritized and compounded minoritized identities on
exits from homelessness and the subsequent stability of these

exits from homelessness.

Methods

Data source and participants

The current study used de-identified administrative data
retrieved from the Homeless Management Information
System (HMIS) database generated on 1 May 2017. This
dataset originally included a total of 10 922 YEH from
a convenience sample of 16 geographically diverse (i.e.
covering all regions in the USA) communities, involving
rural, suburban and urban areas across the US Data from
youth, such as demographic characteristics and housing
records, wetre entered into the HMIS by local community
providers. These communities were selected because they
received NST training support from Orgcode and consented
to allow researchers to access de-identified data. Community
identity and participant identity were both kept confidential,
although community type (urban, rural or suburban) was
provided. All youth entered into the HMIS between 1 January
2015 and 1 May 2017 were included in the dataset. The
first data entry point was on 4 January 2015, whereas the
last data entry point was on 20 February 2017. Information
captured by the dataset includes housing eligibility assessment
dates, demographic information (e.g. age, race/ethnicity,
sexual orientation), community type (e.g. rural, suburban and
urban), NST score (i.e. a vulnerability score produced by a
measurement widely adopted by homeless service providers
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to priotitize housing resources),'* homelessness exits (e.g
PSH, RRH, family reunification), homelessness exit dates and
return to homelessness dates if lost stable housing;

It should be noted that in the current study, not all YEH
covered in the dataset were included in the data analyses.
Youth who were deceased before exiting from homelessness
(n = 45) were excluded from analyses. In addition, since it
takes time for youth to exit homelessness, to be consistent
with previous literature,'* youth assessed <180 days prior to
1 May 2017 were excluded from analyses, rendering a sample
size of 9957. Finally, the current study defined stable home-
lessness exit as exiting homelessness without reentering the
homeless system for at least 180 days. Thus, youth who exited
homelessness <180 days before 1 May 2017 were excluded
because we do not know if they returned to homelessness
within the stable housing period. This yielded a final sample
size of 5836. This study received institutional review board
approval at the authors’ institution.

Measurements
Outcomes of interest

The two major outcomes of interest in the current study
are homelessness exit status and housing stability. Home-
lessness exit status is a nominal variable that includes seven
categoties: moved into PSH, moved into RRH, family reuni-
fication, self-resolved, youth who are waiting for a resource
to become available and/or youth who have no identified
or defined exit from homelessness, lost contact with home-
less service providers and incarceration. Family reunification
depicts youth who exit homelessness by reuniting with or
receiving support from their family. Youth remaining in the
homeless service system ate youth who were entered into the
HMIS at least 180 days prior to the data conclusion date but
did not exit homelessness (e.g. still on the waitlist) by 1 May
2017. Youth who wete categorized as lost contacts were youth
who had been assessed for housing eligibility but have since
lost contact with local homeless service providers.

In terms of housing stability, the current study focused
on the four major homelessness exits: PSH, RRH, family
reunification and self-resolved as depicted by previous lit-
erature.'* For each exit, duration of homelessness exit was
calculated by subtracting homelessness exit date from the
return to homelessness date. For youth who never returned to
homelessness by the date, the dataset was generated, duration
of homelessness exit was calculated by subtracting the home-
lessness exit date from 1 May 2017. Dichotomous variables
representing stable housing were then derived with duration
of homelessness exit greater than or equal to 180 days coded
as 1, whereas others were coded as 0.

Independent variables

Given this study focuses on the intersectionality of race/eth-
nicity and gender/sex/sexual minority status, the major inde-
pendent variables of interestincluded are race/ethnicity and a
variable comprised of gender, sex and sexual minority status.
Given White, Black, Latinx youth comprise the majority of

22 we treated race/eth-

youth who experience homelessness,
nicity as a 4-category nominal variable that includes White,
Black, Latinx and multiracial /other race/ethnicity (i.e. Asian,
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, Native American). The gender,
sex and sexual minority status variable is a dichotomous
variable in which 1 represents lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgen-
der, queer, questioning, intersex or two-spirit (LGBTQQI2),
whereas 0 represents heterosexual. Given the limitation of
existing administrative data, gender, sex and sexual minority
status is captured under the LGBTQQI2 record rather than
under the gender record in the current HMIS dataset used
in the current study. As this is an administrative dataset, the
LGBTQQI2 variable cannot be disaggregated because any
youth who identified as LGBTQQ12 were lumped into a
monolithic category Additionally, although time to obtain
housing is relevant to the discussion of housing placements
and the outcomes of those placements, we are interested in
where homeless youth exit to rather than the time it took
homeless youth to obtain housing (an outcome that has been
explored in a previous article®”). To explore the intersection-
ality of race/ethnicity and sexual orientation among youth on
their homeless exit status and housing stability, an interaction
term was derived by using race times sexual orientation.

Control variables

Although not the focus of this study, considering the impot-
tant roles age, gender, neighborhood type and personal vul-
nerability play in impacting youth exiting homelessness,'*
such factors are also included in the current study as control
variables. Consistent with previous YEH housing literature,'*
age is a dichotomous variable in which 1 represents youth
aged 17 or younger, whereas youth aged 18-24 were coded
as 0. Gender is a dichotomous variable with female coded as
1 and male coded as 0. Gender is included as a control variable
rather than an independent variable because the main record
only includes values for male or female. Neighborhood type
is a nominal variable with three categories: rural, suburban
and urban. Personal vulnerability is measured using the overall
NST scores. The NST is a linear scoring system that incor-
porates 28 multiple-choice, dichotomous and frequency-type
questions to assess a YEH’s level of Vulnerabﬂity.14 Youth are
assigned a score between 0 and 17."* Youth who score 8 or

higher are recommended for PSH, a time-unlimited housing
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program that includes wraparound social services.!* Youth
who score between 4 and 7 are recommended for RRH, a
time-limited housing with moderate service intensity.'* Youth
who score between 0 and 3 are not recommended for housing
programs or services.*

These questions cover the history of housing and home-
lessness, risks, socialization, daily functions and wellness. The

higher NST score, the more vulnerable a youth is.

Analysis

To explore the intersectionality of race/ethnicity and gen-
der/sex/sexual minority status and their association with
homelessness exits and housing stability, we examined both
main effects of racial/ethnic minority youth and sexual/gen-
der minority youth and interaction effects, which character-
ize the experiences of multiple minority youth. In models
where interaction effects were found to be significant, posz hoc
pairwise comparisons of specific sub-groups of YEH were
explored to better elucidate experiences of multiple minority
youth. Specifically, to examine disparities in homelessness exit
status (a nominal outcome with more than two categories
i.e. PSH, RRH, self-resolution, family reunification, pending
homelessness exit, incarceration, lost contacts with the home-
less service system), multinomial logistic regression analyses
were conducted with the category of pending homelessness
exit as the contrasting outcome. To explore disparities in
housing stability, logistic regression models were conducted
with PSH, RRH, family reunification and self-resolved, sepa-
rately.

Results

Table 1 shows the descriptive statistics of all youth (10 922)
included in the dataset. The majority of youth were at least
18 years old (age range 15-24), predominantly male and were
from urban neighborhoods. Racial composition of youth in
the dataset was diverse with White and Black youth being
the majority racial groups. Over 30% of youth identified as
LGBTQQI2. The average NST score was 6.4 (SD = 2.3). In
terms of homelessness exit status, over 35% of youth received
housing resources (i.e. PSH and RRH) and close to 24%
were able to exit homelessness via reunification with their
families or self-resolution. However, a considerable number
of youths (over 38%) were lost to homeless service providers
or remained on the waiting list for housing resources. Of
those who exited homelessness into housing, 88% were stably
housed for at least 180 days.

Table 2 illustrates the results of the multivariate multino-
mial logistic regression analysis with youth who were still

Table 1 Demographics and homelessness exit status of youth experi-
encing homelessness (N = 10 922)?

N o/l)

Independent variables
Minor (<18 years old) 3303 30.24
Race/Ethnicity

White 5212 47.72

Black 3382 30.97

Latinx 1656 15.16

Multiracial or others 672 6.15
Gender

Female 2429 22.25

Male 8487 77.75
Sexual orientation
LGBTQQI2 3319 30.39
Heterosexual 7603 69.61
Neighborhood type

Rural 1591 14.57

Suburban 2046 18.73

Urban 7285 66.70
NST® Score (mean; SD) 6.43 2.33
Homelessness exit status®

PSH 628 6.31

RRH 2872 28.86

Family 1250 12.56

Self-resolve 1140 11.46

Deceased 45 0.45

Incarcerated 211 2.12
Pending 2717 27.31
Lost to system 1087 10.92
Stably housed for 180+ days? 4361 87.97

arepresents all youth experiencing homelessness from 16 communities
across the USA included in the HMIS dataset between 1 January 2015
and 1 May 2017.

BNST = Next Step Tool, vulnerability index to determine youth at most
risk, higher the number, the more vulnerable.

famong those youth who were assessed 11 February 2016 or earlier
(n =9957).

damong those youth who exited to PSH, RRH, family or self-resolved

by 11 February 16 or earlier (n = 4957).

pending homelessness exits as the contrasting outcome.
Youth under age 18 were significantly less likely to exit
homelessness via PSH (RRR = 0.24; 95% CI = 0.19, 0.32),
RRH (RRR = 0.57; 95% CI = 0.51, 0.64), family reunification
(RRR = 0.76; 95% CI = 0.65, 0.90) and self-resolution
(RRR =0.53; 95% CI = 0.44, 0.64), and significantly less likely
to be incarcerated (RRR = 0.44; 95% CI = 0.31, 0.64) or lose
contact with the homeless service system (RRR = 0.62; 95%
CI = 0.53, 0.72) as compared with the reference outcome
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Table 2 Correlates of specific homelessness exit as compared with waiting to exit homelessness among youth experiencing homelessness??

PSH Rapid re-housing Family reunification Self-resolved Lost contact Incarceration
95% Cl RRR 95% Cl RRR 95% Cl RRR 95% ClI RRR 95% ClI RRR 95% ClI
Independent variables
Minor (<18 years old) 0.19, 0.32 0.57*** 0.51, 0.64 0.76** 0.65, 0.90 0.53%** 0.44, 0.64 0.62%** 0.53,0.72 0.44%*x* 0.31, 0.64
Race (ref = white)
Black 0.82, 1.47 0.96 0.83, 1.11 0.67*** 0.54, 0.84 0.78* 0.63, 0.96 1.14 0.94, 1.39 2.34%** 1.47,3.74
Latinx 0.46, 1.05 0.91 0.76, 1.10 0.62** 0.47,0.82 0.75* 0.58, 0.98 0.88 0.68, 1.13 1.45 0.76, 2.75
Multiracial or other 0.48, 1.41 0.79 0.60, 1.06 0.95 0.66, 1.36 0.95 0.66, 1.38 1.30 0.92, 1.82 1.48 0.67, 3.29
race/ethnicity
Sexual orientation
(ref = heterosexual)
LGBTQQI2 0.57, 1.06 0.92 0.78, 1.09 1.18 0.95, 1.46 0.68** 0.53, 0.87 0.71** 0.56, 0.91 0.79 0.46, 1.36
Gender (ref = male)
Female 0.91, 1.53 1.07 0.93, 1.22 1.47%** 1.24,1.75 1.14 0.95, 1.38 1.39%** 1.17, 1.64 1.28 0.89, 1.86
Neighborhood type
(ref = rural)
Suburban 0.86, 1.79 1.12 0.91, 1.37 0.37*** 0.29, 0.47 0.67** 0.50, 0.88 0.87 0.68, 1.11 0.80 0.47, 1.36
Urban 0.97, 1.84 1.18 0.99, 1.41 0.21%** 0.17,0.26 0.51%** 0.40, 0.64 0.64*** 0.52, 0.80 0.80 0.51, 1.26
NST score 1.87, 2.07 0.96** 0.93, 0.98 0.43*** 0.41, 0.45 0.36%** 0.34, 0.39 0.90*** 0.87,0.94 2.06%** 1.92,2.22
Race X LGBTQQI2
Black LGBTQQI2 0.82, 2.08 0.98 0.75, 1.28 1.49* 1.02, 2.19 1.15 0.74,1.79 1.53** 1.06, 2.19 1.08 0.53, 2.20
Hispanic LGBTQQI2 0.61,2.25 0.98 0.71, 1.37 1.37 0.84,2.22 0.82 0.46, 1.47 1.70** 1.08, 2.68 1.45 0.57, 3.68
Multiracial/Other 0.68, 3.89 1.40 0.83,2.37 1.42 0.72, 2.81 1.87 0.87,4.03 1.38 0.71, 2.65 1.81 0.55, 5.98

race/ethnicity LGBTQQI2

20nly youth experiencing homelessness from 16 communities across the USA included in the HMIS dataset between 1 January 2015 and 1 May 2017, who were assessed at least 180 days before 1

May 2017 were included (n = 9950).

bMultivariate multinomial logistic regression was conducted for this analysis.

*P < 0.05, **P < 0.01, ***P < 0.001.
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category, pending a homelessness exit. Female youth were
significantly more likely to exit homelessness through family
reunification (RRR = 1.47; 95% CI = 1.24, 1.75) and to
be lost to the homeless service system (RRR = 1.39; 95%
CI = 1.17, 1.64) as compared with pending on homelessness
exit. Youth in suburban or urban neighborhoods, compatred
with rural youth, were significantly less likely to reunite
with their families (RRR = 0.37; 95% CI = 0.29, 0.47;
RRR = 0.21; 95% CI = 0.17, 0.26, respectively) or self-
resolve (RRR = 0.67; 95% CI = 0.50, 0.88; RRR = 0.51;
95% CI = 0.40, 0.64, respectively) as compared with pending
homelessness exits. Additionally, urban youth, compared with
rural youth, were significantly less likely to be lost to the
homeless service system (RRR = 0.64; 95% CI = 0.52, 0.80)
as compared with pending on exiting homelessness in the
system. Finally, higher vulnerability (i.e. higher NST score)
youth were found to be significantly associated with higher
likelihood of exiting homelessness via PSH (RRR = 1.97;
95% CI = 1.87, 2.07) or incarceration (RRR = 2.06; 95%
CI = 1.92, 2.22) relative to waiting for exiting homelessness.
On the other hand, higher vulnerability was also found to
be associated with a significantly lesser likelihood of exiting
homelessness via RRH (RRR = 0.96; 95% CI = 0.93, 0.98),
family reunification (RRR = 0.43; 95% CI = 0.41, 0.45) or
self-resolution (RRR = 0.36; 95% CI = 0.34, 0.39) relative to
pending in the coordinated entry system. Youth with higher
vulnerability were also significantly less likely to be lost by the
homeless service system (RRR = 0.90; 95% CI = 0.87, 0.94)
relative to waiting for exiting homelessness.

Overall, Black and Latinx youth compared with White
youth were significantly less likely to exit through family reuni-
fication (RRR = 0.67; 95% CI = 0.54, 0.84; RRR = 0.62; 95%
CI = 0.47, 0.82, respectively) or self-resolution (RRR = 0.78;
95% CI = 0.63, 0.96; RRR = 0.75; 95% CI = 0.58, 0.98,
respectively) compared with pending in the homeless setvice
system. Black youth, compared with White youth, were also
significantly more likely to be incarcerated versus pending
homelessness exit. Finally, overall, LGBTQQI2 youth were
significantly less likely to self-resolve their homeless situation
(RRR = 0.68; 95% CI = 0.53, 0.87) over pending in the
homeless service system. Additionally, they are also signifi-
cantly less likely to be lost to service providers (RRR = 0.71;
95% CI = 0.56, 0.91) as compared with pending on exiting
homelessness.

The significant interaction term (i.e. race and sexual
orientation) in Table 2 suggested that the association between
racial identity and exiting homelessness via family reunifi-
cation or being lost to the service providers as compared
with pending in the system may be contingent upon their

sexual orientation, and vice versa. Our post boc pairwise

comparison analysis (results shown in Table 3) suggest that
White LGBTQQI2 youth versus White heterosexual youth
(Contrast = 0.02; 95% CI = 0.01, 0.04), Black LGBTQQI2
youth versus Black heterosexual youth (Contrast = 0.04; 95%
CI = 0.02, 0.006), Latinx LGBTQQI2 youth versus Latinx
heterosexual youth (Contrast = 0.03; 95% CI = 0.01, 0.06),
and Latinx LGBTQQI2 youth versus Black heterosexual
youth (Contrast = 0.03; 95% CI = 0.01, 0.06) showed
significant higher probability of exiting homelessness via
family reunification. On the other hand, Black heterosexual

youth versus White heterosexual youth (Contrast = —0.02;
95% CI = —0.04, —0.01), Latinx heterosexual youth
versus White heterosexual youth (Contrast = —0.02; 95%

CI = —0.04, —0.01), Black heterosexual youth versus White
LGBTQQI2 youth (Contrast = —0.02; 95% CI = —0.006,
—0.03), Latinx heterosexual youth versus White LGBTQQI2
youth (Contrast = —0.05; 95% CI = —0.06, —0.03)
and Latinx heterosexual youth versus Black LGBTQQI2
youth (Contrast = —0.04; 95% CI = —0.04, —0.02) had
significantly lower probability in exiting homelessness via
family reunification. In addition, Black heterosexual youth
and Black LGBTQQI2 youth versus White heterosexual
youth (Contrast = 0.02; 95% CI = 0.00, 0.05; Contrast = 0.02;
95% CI = 0.00, 0.05, respectively), Black heterosexual youth
and Black LGBTQQI2 youth versus White LGBTQQI2
youth (Contrast = 0.05; 95% CI = 0.03, 0.08; Contrast = 0.07;
95% CI = 0.03, 0.10, respectively) and Latinx LGBTQQI2
youth versus White LGBTQQI2 youth (Contrast = 0.05;
95% CI = 0.01, 0.10) were found to have significantly higher
probability to have lost contact with the homeless system;
whereas White LGBTQQI2 youth versus White heterosexual
youth (Contrast = —0.03; 95% CI = —0.05, —0.01) and
Latinx heterosexual youth versus Black LGBTQQI2 youth
(Contrast = —0.04; 95% CI = —0.08, —0.00) had significantly
lower probability to be lost by the homeless system.

Table 4 shows the multivariate logistic regression analyses
of the four major homelessness exits (i.e. PSH, RRH, family
reunification, self-resolved). Higher vulnerability scores (i.e.
higher NST score) were found to be consistently associ-
ated with elevated risk of unstable exits from homelessness
(i.e. exit housing in <180 days) across all four major exits
(PSH: OR = 0.74; 95% CI = 0.59, 0.93; RRH: OR = 0.75;
95% CI = 0.68, 0.84; Family reunification: OR = 0.62; 95%
CI = 0.56, 0.69; Self-Resolved: OR = 0.54; 95% CI = 0.43,
0.67). Black youth compared with White youth were signifi-
cantly less likely to stably exit homelessness via family reuni-
fication (OR = 0.46; 95% CI = 0.28, 0.77). Youth younger
than 18 (OR = 0.18; 95% CI = 0.11, 0.30) and youth in urban
or suburban communities (as compared with rural youth)
were significantly less likely to remain housed for at least
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Table 3 Post hoc race and sexual orientation pairwise comparison of adjusted predictions®

Family reunification

Lost contact

Contrast 95% Cl Contrast 95% Cl

White LGBTQQI2 versus White heterosexual 0.02 0.01, 0.04 —0.03 —0.05, —0.01
Black heterosexual versus White heterosexual —0.02 —0.04, —0.01 0.02 0.00, 0.05
Black LGBTQQI2 versus White heterosexual — — 0.04 0.01, 0.07
Latinx heterosexual versus White heterosexual —0.02 —0.04, —0.01 — —

Black heterosexual versus White LGBTQQI2 —0.04 —0.06, —0.03 0.05 0.03, 0.08
Black LGBTQQI2 versus White LGBTQQI2 0.07 0.03, 0.10
Latinx heterosexual versus White LGBTQQI2 —0.05 —0.06, —0.03 — —

Black LGBTQQI2 versus Black heterosexual 0.04 0.02, 0.06 — —

Latinx LGBTQQI2 versus White LGBTQQI2 0.05 0.01, 0.10
Latinx LGBTQQI2 versus Black heterosexual 0.03 0.01, 0.06 — —

Latinx heterosexual versus Black LGBTQQI2 —0.04 —0.04, 0.02 —0.04 —0.08, —0.00
Latinx LGBTQQI2 versus Latinx heterosexual 0.03 0.01, 0.06 — —

20nly significant pairwise comparison in expected probability difference are presented; all other variables were held as means.

180 days via self-resolution (OR = 0.43; 95% CI = 0.21, 0.91;
OR = 0.37; 95% CI = 0.16, 0.84, respectively).

Discussion

Previous work

As heterogeneity among homeless youth has been well doc-
umented, this study sought to explore homelessness exit
and the stability of housing placements among minoritized
and multiple minoritized youth. Similar to previous work
that establishes connections between marginalized identities

3,4,33,34 our

characteristics and elevated risks of homelessness,
study further highlights the relevance of minoritized and
compounded minoritized identities to exits from homeless-
ness and the stability of exits from homelessness. Expanding
upon previous conclusions, findings from this study further
support that youths with marginalized identities exit home-
lessness in ways and at rates that do not mirror those of
White, cisgender and heterosexual youth.14 Our results high-
light the main effects of race and ethnicity. Specifically, we
found Black and Latinx youth had fewer returns to family
and fewer self-resolved exits from homelessness relative to
White youth. Black youth had more exits from homelessness
to incarceration relative to White youth. LGBTQQI2 youth
were less likely to self-resolve, whereas fewer were lost to the

homeless system relative to heterosexual youth.

Main findings
These data reveal important main effects for racial disparities
in housing stability after youth exit homelessness. Black youth

not only have lower odds of exiting homelessness by return-
ing to family, but also lower odds of remaining stably housed
for 180 days or more if they do exit homelessness to family.
This could reflect the lack of economic opportunities that dis-
proportionately impact Black families and contribute to fam-
ily conflict. Taken together, these results suggest that some
Black youth need family reunification support. Fortunately,
Milburn’s STRIVE intervention may be a viable solution.
STRIVE is a five-session program in which a social worker
engages with family to develop conflict resolution skills and
strengthen family connection and resilience.® STRIVEs initial
pilot consisted of 151 newly homeless youth, 83% of whom
were Black or Hispanic.®

In addition to differences in main effects for exits from
homelessness, the interaction of racial/ethnic minority status
and sexual /gender minority status exposes additional dispari-
ties in the chances of youth exiting homelessness. Disparities
with respect to being lost to homeless service providers and
returning to family are both related to the complex interplay
of multiple minority statuses. The convergence of these
minority and often matginalized identities creates unique
experiences that are separate and apart from the experiences
of other YEH. Our pairwise comparisons revealed that Black
heterosexual, Black LGBTQQI2 and Latinx LGBTQQI2
youth are most frequently lost. This suggests that CoCs may
need to assess how they are being responsive and sensitive to
the needs of Black and Latinx LGBTQQI2 youth and Black
heterosexual youth so they can continue to engage with these
youth and not lose them prior to successful homelessness
exits. Latinx and Black heterosexual youth ate the least likely
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Table 4 Correlates of homelessness exit stability among youth experiencing homelessness??

PSH® RRHA Family reunification® Self-resolved

OR 95% Cl OR 95% Cl OR 95% CI OR 95% Cl
Independent variables
Minor (<18 years old) 2.75 0.62, 12.11 0.79 0.55, 1.17 0.80 0.55, 1.17 0.18** 0.11, 0.30
Race (ref = White)
Black 0.76 0.22,2.61 1.22 0.84, 1.78 0.46%* 0.28,0.77 1.28 0.67,2.43
Latinx 0.39 0.09, 1.58 0.70 0.46, 1.08 0.77 0.37, 1.57 2.04 0.83, 5.05
Multiracial or other race/ethnicity 0.32 0.06, 1.88 0.69 0.35, 1.37 0.48 0.22, 1.04 1.77 0.40, 7.84
Sexual orientation
(ref = heterosexual)
LGBTQQI2 0.66 0.20, 2.23 1.17 0.75, 1.83 0.81 0.49, 1.33 1.11 0.54, 2.29
Gender X LGBTQQI2
Black LGBTQQi2 1.43 0.26, 7.76 0.54 0.28, 1.04 2.41 0.98, 5.90 0.46 0.14, 1.53
Hispanic LGBTQQI2 4.66 0.35, 62.69 1.45 0.63, 3.36 0.62 0.20, 1.86 0.45 0.07, 2.97
Multiracial/Other race/ethnicity 1.1 0.09, 13.44 1.21 0.36, 4.08 1.58 0.37,6.87 0.28 0.03, 2.45
LGBTQQI2
Gender (ref = male)
Female 0.73 0.29, 1.83 1.27 0.89, 1.80 0.90 0.61, 1.34 0.73 0.43, 1.22
Neighborhood type (ref = rural)
Suburban 0.24 0.04, 1.25 0.75 0.42, 1.31 0.66 0.40, 1.10 0.37* 0.16, 0.84
Urban 0.31 0.07, 1.49 0.66 0.40, 1.08 0.68 0.56, 1.05 0.43* 0.21, 0.91
NST score 0.74* 0.59, 0.93 0.75***  0.68, 0.84 0.62***  0.56, 0.69 0.54** 0.43, 0.67

aHomelessness exit stability is defined as exiting homelessness via PSH, RRH, family reunification or self-resolution for at least 180 days.

bMultivariate logistic regression analyses include only youth experiencing homelessness from 16 communities across the USA included in the HMIS

generated between 1 January 2015 and 1 May 2017, who exited to PSH, RRH, family or self-resolved by 11 February 16 or earlier (n = 4957).

¢n =523.
dn = 2436.
€n =1031.
fn =967.

*P < 0.05, **P < 0.01, ***P < 0.001.

to successfully exit homelessness to family. With respect to
the stability of housing placements for 180 days or more,
only one disparity emerged from the analysis. Black youth are
approximately half as likely to remain stably housed after a
return to family. This finding further suggests that programs
may need to conduct a deeper dive into the dynamics of
Black and Latinx families that promote or hinder the ability

to return home.

Limitations
Many of the limitations of these data have been discussed

elsewhere, 1430

so we focus on limitations specific to the cut-
rent analyses. Although the study relies on an unprecedented
longitudinal administrative dataset, the outcomes represent
limited information in need of data improvement and future

research. First, the full array of housing outcomes is not

included in the data. For the purposes of the study, stable
housing outcomes are defined as youth either exiting to a
program (i.e. PSH or RRH), exiting to a housing situation
with family, or exiting on their own. Given that these data
only cover 3 years, we cannot address long-term stability.
Also, we speculate that a number of youths are returning to
homelessness, which is not accounted for in HMIS if youth
do not engage the housing assistance resources again. Given
this study utilized administrative data, we were not able to
explicitly identify or disaggregate gender/sex/sexual minority
youth, as in the dataset; LGBTQQI2 covers both gender iden-
tification, sex and sexual orientation, which prevent a more
nuanced analysis. Moreover, small numbers of racial minority
groups, such as Native American or Asian American YEH,
also limited our ability to look at all the nuances of race/eth-
nicity. An additional problem presented by the administrative

120z 1sNBny Q. uo Jesn juswipedaq seuss Aq FE6ZFE9/S62dePy/PaWAnd/c60 L 01/10p/soiue-aouBAPE/Y}Eaygnd/woo dno-olwspese//:Sdpy WOy papeojumoq



AN EXAMINATION OF HOUSING INTERVENTIONS AMONG YOUTH EXPERIENCING HOMELESSNESS 9

data is the lack of wvalidity and reliability work on the NST
itself. Rigorous evaluation of validity and reliability is not
possible from data such as these where the tool is being used
in the system to make placements, as causality is hopelessly
confounded. Future work should attempt to explore reliability
and validity of the NST tool but will require radically dif-
ferent study methods. Furthermore, the data dos not include
information about the quality of services delivered to youth
or the frequency of contact. This information is critical in
future research intending to address the disproportionate rate
of youth of color found to be lost in the system. Finally,
the HMIS dataset used in the current study does not include
community-level information (e.g. population, estimates of
number of individuals experiencing homelessness, housing
availability), which may play a critical role in determining
YEH’s exit venues and their ability to stay housed. This lack of
information also limits the generalizability of the findings, as
we do not know exactly to which communities these results
may generalize. Moreover, community-level data collection
and data entry may vary from CoC to CoC, so sources of
bias may also vary. Future studies should expand on the
current study and take community-level characteristics into
consideration with the goal to gain further understanding of

system responses to homelessness.

Contributions

Nonetheless, the results and the interaction effects are infor-
mative and open avenues for further and more rigorous inves-
tigation of housing programs. Most imperative, our findings
suggest that youth of color and LGBTQQI2 youth of color
need additional attention. As YEH are disproportionately
comprised of marginalized identities, existing programs need
to be careful of replicating, within their spaces, dispatities that
exist outside housing programs in society at large. The com-
plex interaction effects that emerge from these findings point
to a need for further investigation using the lens of inter-
sectionality. Future research employing mixed methods seem
warranted to help uncover important themes and provide clat-
ity of how, why, where and under what conditions minority
and multiple minority YEH succeed or struggle in exiting
homelessness and remaining stably housed. Researchers and
providers could benefit by ‘centering the voices’ and engaging
in authentic collaboration of youth of color and LGBTQQI2
youth with lived experiences of homelessness in better assess-
ing and addressing persistent inequities.

Public health implications

We see intersectional disparities in housing outcomes in this
study. As YEH are a heterogeneous population and dispro-
portionately consist of marginalized identities, to improve the

health of YEH, homeless services providers should consider
how various identities interact to create differential housing
outcomes. We think that youth who hold multiple minority
statuses, such as LGBTQ2I who are Black, may need housing
interventions that specifically target their unique needs. In
particular, greater efforts on the part of CoCs need to be made
to maintain contact with Black heterosexual youth, Black
LGBTQ2I youth and Latinx LGBTQ2I youth, as these three
groups of youth are disproportionately falling away from
contact with CoCs. We cannot house youth who we cannot
locate when housing resoutces become available.
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